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HOW COMPANIES GAVE
Unique among companies in the analyzed regions, North American 
companies gave more or less equal amounts of each of the three giving 
types: direct cash, foundation cash, and non-cash. Asian companies gave the 
least in non-cash contributions. See page 6.
European companies in the sample favored direct cash over foundation 
cash, giving more direct cash contributions than companies from other 
regions. See page 7. European companies also gave more internationally than 
non-European companies did. See page 9.
Latin American companies in the sample gave more foundation cash than 
non-Latin American companies did. See page 7.
WHERE COMPANIES GAVE
The largest companies in the study—those among the largest 200 
companies in the Forbes Global 2000—gave more internationally: 34% of 
their contributions went to recipients abroad, compared to an average of 
26% given abroad by all other companies. See page 9.
The median number of countries in a company’s geographic portfolio was 
25. See page 10. 
A company’s geographic spread was most likely to include grantees in 
neighboring countries and emerging markets. India topped the list of 
countries receiving contributions from the most companies. See page 11. 
A company’s international giving tended to be unevenly distributed, 
meaning that large proportions of contributions would be made to a few 
countries, while others would receive much less. At least half of the countries 
in a typical company’s portfolio each received 2% or less of that company’s 
international giving. See page 10.
BENCHMARKING AGAINST RESPONDENTS
CECP’s research yields data and tools, such as benchmarking tables, that can 
be practically applied by corporate responsibility professionals. The table below, 
which shows total giving as a percentage of revenue by region, is a preview of 
the benchmarking table on page 13.
KEY TAKEAWAYS:  
Giving Around the Globe 
Global giving data from 60 of the 
largest multinational companies 
headquartered around the world 
revealed significant regional 
differences in how those companies 
gave. A country-by-country 
analysis of such giving indicated 
that contributions tended to 
flow primarily into geographical 
neighbors and emerging markets. 
Ultimately, business goals compel 
corporate giving departments’ 
decisions on where and how much 
to give. The aggregate, total giving 
reported by respondent firms was 
United States Dollar (USD) 6.8 
billion. All of this went to grantees 
meeting the three Global Guide 
criteria for qualified recipients. 
HEADQUARTERS 
REGION
All 
Companies 
(N=60)
Asian 
Companies 
(n=11)
European 
Companies 
(n=10)
Latin 
American 
Companies 
(n=8)
North 
American 
Companies 
(n=31)
TOTAL GIVING AS A 
% OF REVENUE
0.15% 0.10% 0.08% 0.14% 0.18%
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GLOBAL GUIDE CRITERIA
1 The recipient must be  formally organized;
2 The recipient must exist for a charitable purpose; 
3 The recipient must  never distribute profits
AND
AND
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Corporate donors are acknowledged leaders in stepping up to respond to major global 
tragedies. They are often among the first to act following catastrophes such as the natural 
disasters experienced all too frequently in recent years. Giving Around the Globe demon-
strates that not only is this international giving responsible and responsive, it is also a proac-
tive tool for the business.    
Giving Around the Globe reports differences in how companies from different regions give. It 
also tracks where international corporate giving is concentrated. 
This crucial report was made possible by the many people, companies, and organizations who 
invested their time and energy in the creation and launch of the Global Guide standard in 
2012. The new Global Guide standard elevates corporate giving reporting and benchmarking 
to an international level. It makes the corporate giving field considerably more transparent, 
allowing companies worldwide to compare their giving programs meaningfully for the first 
time. Until now, companies from different countries had been using different standards—
confounding comparability. 
The giving summarized in this report came from 60 companies that together represent 
USD 1.99 trillion in global revenues—an amount on par with the GDP of Italy or India. These 
are some of the world’s largest and most influential companies; twenty of them are also 
among the largest 200 companies in the Forbes Global 2000. Company-submitted data was 
enhanced by conversations that CECP had with corporate responsibility leaders throughout 
the world. 
As always, CECP welcomes feedback on our research and publications. Corporate giving 
officers new to the Global Guide should reach out to CECP today to become involved in this 
groundbreaking initiative. 
Carmen Perez 
Report Author 
Manager, Measurement and Standards 
CECP
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CHANGES FROM 2011 TO 2012
Changes in total global corporate contributions from 2011 to 2012 were driven by a company’s indi-vidual experience. Figure 1 shows 
the distribution of changes. In this time-
frame, there was not one external, shared 
factor, such as the economic recession, that 
influenced all companies’ budgets. While 
more companies decreased than increased 
their giving, total giving medians changed 
only slightly, because the number of com-
panies who decreased their giving (50.0% 
of respondents) were counter-balanced to 
a considerable extent by those increasing 
their giving (37.5% of respondents).
How Companies Gave
Distribution of Companies by Changes in Total Giving Between 2011 and 2012, 
Matched-Set Data, Inflation-Adjusted 
FIGURE 1
The median total giving amount in 2011 was 
USD 55.95 million, whereas the median total 
giving amount in 2012 was USD 55.00 mil-
lion. This first look at year-over-year trends 
informed by the Global Guide is based on the 
24 companies that participated in both the 
2011 pilot and this 2012 study.  
Most companies shared their individual rea-
sons for changes in giving to provide insight 
into their growth or contraction. Giving bud-
gets are typically determined based on fac-
tors that include rolling averages of financial 
performance measures (such as revenues), 
signature program needs, and the fulfillment 
of employee-engagement programs. More 
than one company cited the creation of a 
foundation as the reason behind a giving 
spike. For some, corporate spin-offs resulted 
in reduced budget allocations. Strategy 
adjustments also led to giving changes, in 
order to meet new targets. For example, one 
company was focusing on increasing contri-
butions to grantees in emerging economies. 
12.5% 12.5% 12.5%
4.1%
16.7%16.7%
25.0%
Less than -25% -10% to -25% -2% to -10% Flat 2% to 10% 10% to 25% More than 25%
Percentage Change in Total Giving (2011-2012)
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50.0% of Companies Decreased Giving 37.5% of Companies Increased Giving
 N=24
Such explanations illuminate giving changes 
to an extent, but they do not complete 
the picture. As Giving Around the Globe 
will show, how and where companies give 
is intricately tied to corporate strategies 
guiding business units company-wide. 
Corporate giving departments are harness-
ing contributions as yet another tool with 
which to achieve business goals and boost 
stakeholder engagement. 
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REGIONAL DIFFERENCES
Companies give back by engaging with the 
civil sector in a variety of ways. To capture 
this variety at the highest level, companies 
report total contributions in three cate-
gories: direct cash, foundation cash, and 
non-cash. The average company in this 
study gives nearly half of its total giving 
in direct cash. While non-cash donations 
make up less than one-fifth of corporate 
contributions, on average, Manufacturing 
Companies actually donate significantly 
more through non-cash giving (see Figure 
2). Many Manufacturing Companies pro-
ducing goods such as technology, bever-
ages, and toys, leverage their inventory in 
order to give even more to their partner 
organizations. 
Figure 3 (next page) displays differences 
between companies headquartered in each 
region. North American companies in this 
sample make similar contributions in each 
of the three funding types and represent 
the highest levels of non-cash giving. The 
medians in Figure 4 (next page), showing 
1 Benchmarking do Investimento Social Corporativo 
(BISC) 2011 Report: http://www.bisc.org.br/files/
BISC_Relatorio2011.pdf.
How Companies Gave continued
total giving versus total cash giving, for most 
regions are very close or even the same 
value, because outside of North America 
non-cash giving tends to be low. Non-cash 
giving represents a strategy to use all of a 
company’s assets to achieve societal benefit, 
and collaboration between corporations and 
grantees is vital to the effective disbursal of 
non-cash gifts.
Asian and Latin American companies in 
the sample report less non-cash giving. 
One reason for this with respect to Asian 
companies is the additional tax burden on 
the donation of property or goods. For 
example, in the Republic of Korea, compa-
nies must pay value-added tax on donated 
goods, discouraging donations. Also, Korean 
companies are less likely to view distribu-
tion of product as a philanthropic strategy, 
favoring instead contributions in cash and 
time. In China, donors are dissuaded by the 
regulatory requirement to provide third-
party proof of the donated property’s 
value—a requirement that is relatively rare 
among governments in countries where 
most of the world’s largest companies are 
headquartered. 
FIGURE 2
Total Giving by Funding Type, 2012, Average Percentages
 Direct Cash    Foundation Cash    Non-Cash
All Companies (N=60) 
Service Companies (n=27)
Manufacturing Companies (n=33)
50% 36%
49% 33% 18%
14%
48% 30% 22%
While there is a tax incentive for non-cash 
donations in Brazil, it is uncommon for 
companies to report these contributions. 
Brazilian companies explain that tracking 
systems across the company often do 
not reliably capture these product dona-
tions—or, if they do, they don’t tag them 
as social investments. Comunitas is an 
organization based in Brazil that produces 
an annual study on corporate social invest-
ments called Benchmarking in Corporate 
Social Investment (BISC). (CECP provided 
advisory support to the organization at its 
founding.) BISC research shows that while 
90% of Brazilian companies report making 
donations of goods, only 16% measure the 
goods’ value.1  
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Total Giving Compared to Total Cash Giving, USD, 2012, Medians
 Total Giving (Millions) Total Cash Giving (Millions)
Asian Companies, n=11 13.50 13.50
European Companies, n=10 44.43 43.99
Latin American Companies, n=8 20.83 20.83
North American Companies, n=31 60.30 29.05
 FIGURE 4Direct Cash: Cash giving from corporate 
headquarters or regional offices. 
Foundation Cash: Cash contributions 
from the corporate foundation. For many 
companies, this includes the corporate side 
of employee matching-gift programs. 
Non-Cash: Product donations, pro bono 
service, and other non-cash contributions 
(e.g., computers, land, etc.) assessed at 
market value. 
Regional Breakdown of Total Giving by Funding Type, 2012, Average Percentages
FIGURE 3
How Companies Gave continued
All Companies  
(N=60)
Asian Companies 
(n=11)
European Companies 
(n=10)
Latin American 
Companies (n=8)
North American 
Companies (n=31)
 Direct Cash    Foundation Cash    Non-Cash
49%
62%
64%
50%
39%
33% 33%
24%
45%
32%
18%
12%
29%
5% 5%
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CASH GIVING
There are two central ways companies 
donate funds: through a corporate foun-
dation (“foundation cash”) or as a budget 
allocation from other departments (“direct 
cash”). Foundations are used by companies 
to conduct a range of activities around the 
world, including direct service delivery and 
grantmaking. In Giving Around the Globe, 
“foundation cash” is used to indicate a com-
pany’s grantmaking foundation. Seventy-
five percent of respondent companies 
reported foundation cash giving (N=60). 
Companies from different regions employ 
different cash-giving strategies, as shown 
in Figure 5. Latin American companies in the 
sample give the most, on average, through 
their foundations. The foundation is often 
the hub of a Latin American company’s 
social investment strategy. Therefore, 
it manages a significant portion of the 
contributions. Several Asian companies in 
this sample reported that the restrictions 
of establishing and operating a foundation 
make it an unattractive funding option, 
and many have chosen not to establish a 
foundation at all. Fifteen of the 60 overall 
companies reported zero foundation giving 
in 2012, and one-third of those fifteen were 
Asian companies (Asian companies make up 
less than one-fifth of the total sample). 
European companies in the sample are at the 
low end of the foundation-giving spectrum. 
Only 60% of companies headquartered in 
Europe reported foundation giving in 2012. 
As a region, Europe includes vast diversity, 
not only in regulatory systems that oversee 
the creation of foundations, but also in tra-
ditions around giving. Administrative giving 
choices, including whether a foundation is 
the optimal vehicle for corporate giving, are 
influenced by this diversity.   
How Companies Gave continued
Direct and Foundation Cash Giving, 2012, Average Percentages
FIGURE 5
All Companies (N=60)
Latin American Companies (n=8)
North American Companies (n=31)
Asian Companies (n=11)
European Companies (n=10)
 Foundation Cash     Direct Cash  
46%
36%
25%
48%
41%
54%
64%
75%
52%
59%
Changes for Foundations in 
Europe: The European Commission 
presented a proposal on the 
European Foundation Statute (EFS) 
in February 2012. The EFS is a 
simple, optional, legal tool that helps 
foundations better channel their 
resources and also eases the burden 
of cross-border giving restrictions. 
Learn more at www.efc.be.
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EVOLUTION OF PARTNERS
Companies are continually adapting in 
how they select and work with partners 
to tackle tough societal challenges. During 
the development of the Global Guide 
criteria, practitioners repeatedly cited 
examples of partnerships that fell outside 
the guide’s definition of “total giving.” The 
most common examples centered on two 
types: for-profit partners and government 
institutions (except schools). While there 
isn’t consensus to include these groups in 
total giving, the Global Guide tracks con-
tributions to them nevertheless, in order to 
explore how companies are leveraging such 
partnerships as well as how the relation-
ships change over time. The evolution of 
grantee types is a sign of more flexibility in 
policies designed to seize opportunities and 
spur innovation. 
To give an example of working with a gov-
ernmental partner: a company contributed 
to a government-run hospital emergency 
room in Southern Africa as part of their 
larger health initiative. Disaster response is 
another often-cited example of giving to 
governments. Examples of working with 
for-profit institutions are diverse. They are 
often part of a larger signature program; for 
example, one company reported that for a 
multi-year international program, one of the 
partners selected to deliver training services 
abroad was a for-profit institution.
While giving to government and for-profit 
partnerships does occur, many company 
policies limit such giving to traditional char-
itable organizations. A restriction on giving 
to government bodies may be in place to 
ensure there is no perception of corruption. 
Still, many companies identify such “alternate” 
recipients as part of an important strategy for 
giving-program expansion. Figure 6 shows 
that a minority of companies (10% and 16%, 
respectively) is even able to report the spe-
cific amounts given to these groups. 
How Companies Gave continued
Percentage of Companies Contributing to Alternate Recipient Types, 2012
FIGURE 6
For-Profit Institutions
Government Institutions 16%
10%
39% 45%
41% 49%
 N=49
 Contributes, Amount Tracked     Contributes, Zero in 2012 or Not Tracked     Does Not Contribute
At the 2013 CECP Summit, CECP 
asked corporate giving officers 
about their companies’ international 
giving: 
My company’s giving to 
government recipients 
(excluding public schools)...
Will increase; it’s part of the  
future. (7%)
Will decrease; it will become 
outdated. (3%)
Will remain steady. (21%)
Is Zero. (60%)
Unsure. (9%)
(N=126)
My company’s giving to 
for-profit entities (social 
enterprises)... 
Will increase; it’s part of the future. 
(14%)
Will decrease; it will become 
outdated. (1%)
Will remain steady. (10%)
Is Zero. (67%)
Unsure. (8%)
(N=120)
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In explaining how they choose where to give, many respondent companies said that the decision is highly attuned to cross-departmental business pri-
orities. This information reinforced what 
practitioners reported at the 2013 CECP 
Summit, when CECP asked attending 
corporate giving officers: “Which factor is 
the strongest driver of international giving’s 
geographic expansion at your company?” 
(N=116)  
 38% chose “Business/Company Strategy” 
 36% chose “Employee Footprint” 
 16% chose “Don’t Give Internationally”
 7% chose “Societal Need”
 3% chose “Revenue”
For the purposes of reporting, recipi-
ent locations (domestic vs. international) 
are determined by where the funds have 
impact, or where the beneficiaries of the 
programs are located—not by where a 
grantee’s headquarters are located.    
INTERNATIONAL VERSUS  
DOMESTIC GIVING
The percentage of funds reaching inter-
national recipients is one indication of a 
company’s global footprint. For companies 
in this study, slightly fewer than one-third of 
funds are dedicated to international recip-
ients, on average—as shown in Figure 7. 
Intuitively, companies of greater scale give 
more internationally. While not relinquishing 
connections to their headquarters or “home” 
country, large multinationals operate glob-
ally, and their giving portfolio reflects this.  
The amount of international giving varies 
among regional groupings, which are deter-
mined by the location of corporate head-
quarters. The percentage of international 
Where Companies Gave 
giving for European companies stands out 
in Figure 8. European cross-border ties are 
strong for a multitude of business activities; 
apparently, corporate giving is no exception. 
Europe has many multilateral agreements 
in place to facilitate the flow of funds from 
headquarters to national or regional offices, 
FIGURE 7
International Giving by Forbes Global 2000 Ranking, 2012,  
Average Percentages
All Companies 
(N=46)
Top 200, Forbes 
Global 2000 (n=20)
All Other Companies 
(n=26)
34%
26%
29%
58%
69%
8%
5%
64% 7%
 International End-Recipients    Domestic End-Recipients   
 Breakdown Not Available
FIGURE 8
International Giving by Region of Corporate Headquarters, 2012,  
Average Percentages
Note: Asian companies are excluded due to small sample size.
All Companies 
(N=46)
European 
Companies (n=7)
North American 
Companies (n=29)
Latin American 
Companies (n=7)
29%
61%
28%
10%
supplementing what is already allocated 
locally. Funding to other countries within 
Europe is not the only international giving 
done by the European companies in this 
sample, but strong intra-European ties are 
one reason for the region’s high percentage 
of international giving. 
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GEOGRAPHIC PORTFOLIOS
Companies reported their total giving (foun-
dation cash, direct cash, and non-cash) by 
country, to show where they are engaged to 
produce societal benefit around the world. 
These findings are based on international 
giving only. In this first look at country-level 
giving information, mapping where recipients 
are located shows that business interests 
come first and giving follows. 
Companies reported international 
giving to recipients in a median of 25 
countries (N=33). 
Figure 9 shows the range of country portfo-
lio size. The number of countries in a com-
pany’s geographic portfolio is associated 
with the firm’s size and reach, but this does 
not mean that a company necessarily gives 
in every country where it has a business 
presence. 
A higher percentage of total giving abroad 
does not necessarily mean a higher 
number of recipient countries. In Figure 
10, companies are split based on above- 
or below-average international giving as 
a percentage of total giving, with that 
average at 29% (see page 9). The median 
number of countries for above-average 
international giving is not significantly higher 
than that of the median for all companies 
or for below-average international giving. 
Looking individually at each company’s 
country-by-country international 
contributions, one can see why. 
Among the above-average international 
givers, there are enough companies giving 
only to a low number of countries to keep 
the median down. Most companies with 
above-average international giving levels 
but a low number of recipient countries 
have chosen those countries using a busi-
ness-based determinant. For example, a 
Manufacturing Company will likely give sub-
stantially to countries where it extracts natu-
ral resources. Other companies might identify 
recipient countries based on a required 
threshold of employee concentration.
Conversely, a few companies with 
below-average international giving levels 
actually contribute to programs in a high 
number of countries. The decentralization of 
contributions programs is one way to have 
an influence on multiple employee bases, 
even if the total giving amount is relatively 
low. Some local offices administer their 
own modest giving budgets. One company 
FIGURE 9
increased the number of countries it was 
able to reach by making only in-kind dona-
tions, as it was easier to disburse non-cash 
contributions, owing to there being fewer 
requirements in the vetting process.
Further, the number of countries in a 
portfolio is only one part of the story. The 
amount allocated to recipients in each 
country is also important. A vast majority 
of companies—70%—spread international 
giving unevenly among the countries in 
their portfolio, with at least half of the 
countries receiving 2% or less each of the 
total international giving. For example, if 
a company’s international giving is USD 
20 million and its portfolio includes 25 
countries, 13 of those countries (i.e., a min-
imum of half) each receive a total of USD 
400,000 (i.e., 2% of $20M) or less. The 
remainder of total international giving goes 
to the other 12 countries.
Reasons reported for uneven disburse-
ments of international giving reinforce that 
choosing not only where, but also how much 
to give, is directly tied to business consider-
ations. Such decisions can be influenced by 
the launch of a new facility, branch open-
ings, employee demands, or a desire to align 
giving and revenue patterns. 
Where Companies Gave continued
Percentage of Companies by 
Number of Countries, 2012, 
N=33
Number 
of Countries
Percentage 
of Companies
80+ 12%
40-79 18%
10-39 46%
1-9 24%
Number of Countries Receiving International Giving, 2012, Medians
FIGURE 10
All Companies (N=33)
Companies With Above-Average 
International Giving (n=14)
Companies With Below-Average 
International Giving (n=19)
26
16
25
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Where Companies Gave continued
TRENDS IN COUNTRY RECIPIENTS
The following findings yield a macro view of 
where corporate giving recipients are located. 
The analysis examines only international 
giving. It would appear that companies decide 
where to give based on deeply embedded 
corporate interests; accordingly, there are two 
key patterns in the flow of funds: neighboring 
countries and emerging markets. 
Some countries receive giving from a higher 
number of donors. Figure 11 shows a selec-
tion of countries listed from high to low in 
terms of the percentage of overall compa-
nies contributing to them. Sequencing the 
countries in this way shows clearly which 
ones are greater priorities to more compa-
nies, as opposed to which ones are receiving 
the most funding, regardless of the number 
of companies contributing. 
Giving to Neighboring Countries
Ninety-one percent of companies in the 
sample gave to recipients in neighbor-
ing countries. Respondents are heavily 
from North and Latin America and gave to 
neighboring countries in their home region, 
putting Canada, Mexico, Brazil, Argentina, 
and Colombia on the list of Top 15 Recipient 
Countries. Neighboring countries are often 
the first international locations into which 
companies expand, seeking a new customer 
base. Neighboring countries are also where 
many supplier relationships are based. 
Business interests such as these often drive 
giving across shared borders. 
Giving to Emerging Markets
Some companies cite emerging markets as 
a deliberate part of their international giving 
strategies. Others state that, while they give 
to these countries, it’s because of business 
interests, coincidental to their status as 
emerging markets. 
As seen in Figure 11, India tops the list of 
countries where most companies invest 
international giving. India has important 
strategic value for many companies because 
of its strong growth market coupled with 
its status as a country of high need (it ranks 
136th on the United Nations’ 2012 Human 
Development Index). Other emerging 
markets receiving a high amount of contri-
butions from companies are Brazil, China, 
Colombia, Indonesia, Malaysia, and Mexico.  
Mandated Giving in India:  
On August 8, 2013, the Indian 
Parliament passed a law requiring 
all Indian companies with annual 
profits of more than approximately 
USD 80 million to allocate 2% of 
that profit to Corporate Social 
Responsibility (CSR) efforts. India 
is among the first countries in the 
world to use such wide-reaching 
regulation to mandate giving.2
FIGURE 11
Top 15 Recipient Countries by Percentage of Companies Contributing, 2012
India Canada China Mexico United 
Kingdom
Argentina Brazil Australia Indonesia Colombia Germany Italy Malaysia France Spain
 N=33
70%
64%
58%
55%
45%
67%
64%
58%
52%
45%
64%
55%
45%
42% 42%
 Percentage of Companies Contributing    Percentage of Aggregate International Giving   
 80% 
 70%   
 60%   
 50%   
 40%   
 30%   
 20%   
 10%   
 10%
_ 9%
_ 8%
_ 7%
_ 6%
_ 5%
_ 4%
_ 3%
_ 2%
_ 1%
2.4%
8.3%
3.7%
1.5%
9.3%
1.6%
2.8%
7.3%
1.3%
2.0%
4.9%
1.2%
0.3%
3.0%
2.7%
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Bottom 6 Recipient Emerging Markets by Percentage of Companies Contributing, 2012
Not all emerging markets stand out as 
recipients of abundant giving. Several coun-
tries defined as Emerging Market Economies 
by the International Monetary Fund (IMF)3, 
such as Vietnam and South Africa, are not 
among the Top 15 Recipient Countries (see 
Figure 12). 
Business interests are not strong enough to 
necessitate a philanthropy program, even 
if the country’s economy is considered to 
be emerging. One reason companies make 
lower contributions to certain markets is 
instability, or political turmoil.4 Turkey has 
received significant news coverage for its 
recent instability. Venezuela underwent 
its first presidential transition in nearly 15 
years. Others on the list (such as Bulgaria, 
Latvia, and Lithuania) rank low both in popu-
lation and GDP, other factors that might 
indicate low business interest. 
There is a disparity in the actual amounts of 
funds given to emerging markets. The high-
est percentages of aggregate international 
giving are to the high-income countries in 
Figure 11: Australia, Canada, Germany, and 
the United Kingdom. Corporate interests in 
high-income countries are still stronger than 
those in middle- or low-income countries. 
Where corporate interests are currently 
equal, there can also be a delay in a com-
pany’s ability to launch giving programs in 
new countries. Time is invested to update 
policies, train staff, and align strategy to 
produce results in a new place. 
The grant amount also depends on what 
one euro, real, yen, or dollar can buy. For 
example, on the World Bank’s GDP ranking 
for 2012, Colombia falls 30th, with total 
GDP of USD 369,813 million. In a ranking 
using GDP based on Purchasing Power 
Parities (PPP), Colombia rises to 25th, with 
total GDP of 505,040 million international 
dollars. Different purchasing power is 
another reason why companies invest in a 
high number of countries while the amounts 
actually donated are relatively small. 
FIGURE 12
Where Companies Gave continued
Purchasing Power Parities (PPPs): 
“PPPs are the rates of currency 
conversion that equalize the purchasing 
power of different currencies by 
eliminating the differences in price levels 
between countries. In their simplest 
form, PPPs are simply price relatives 
which show the ratio of the prices in 
national currencies of the same good or 
service in different countries.” (Source: 
stats.oecd.org.)
Note: Source of Emerging Market List: IMF World Economic Outlook.
2 Companies Bill Passed, The Hindu, August 8, 2013: 
http://www.thehindu.com/business/Industry/compa-
nies-bill-passed-by-parliament/article5003777.ece.
3 International Monetary Fund, World Economic Outlook, 
April 2013: http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/
weo/2013/01/pdf/text.pdf, Page 3.
4 Why Emerging Markets Are Getting Crushed, Bloomberg 
Businessweek, August 1, 2013: http://www.business-
week.com/articles/2013-08-01/why-emerging-mar-
kets-are-getting-crushed
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FIGURE 13
Total Giving 
(Millions, USD)
Total Giving 
as a % of 
Revenue
Total Giving as 
a % of Pre-Tax 
Profit
Total Cash 
Giving as a % 
of Revenue
Total Cash 
Giving as a 
% of Pre-Tax 
Profit
International 
Giving as a % 
of Total Giving
All Companies N=60 29.25 0.15% 0.95% 0.12% 0.72% 29%
Forbes Global 2000 Breakdown      
Largest Companies, n=24 102.26 0.20% 0.92% 0.10% 0.63% 34%
All Other Companies, n=36 17.53 0.13% 1.09% 0.13% 0.85% 26%
Headquarters Region
Asian Companies, n=11 13.50 0.10% 2.42% 0.09% 2.38% NA
European Companies, n=10 44.43 0.08% 0.91% 0.07% 0.78% 61%
Latin American Companies, n=8 20.83 0.14% 1.91% 0.14% 1.91% 10%
North American Companies, n=31 60.30 0.18% 0.90% 0.10% 0.63% 28%
Note: Largest Companies are all among the largest 200 companies in the Forbes Global 2000. Asian Companies’ International Giving as a % of  
Total Giving is excluded due to small sample size. 
BENCHMARKING
Once companies are reporting total contributions against the Global Guide standard, they can benchmark their work in more meaningful 
ways. As in all figures in Giving Around the Globe, the calculations in Figure 13 allow companies to compare their own performance against 
others. Revenue and pre-tax profit data was collected using publicly available financials accessed through the Bloomberg database.  
Benchmarking and  
Respondent Profile
Benchmarking Data, 2012, Medians
PARTICIPANTS IN GIVING AROUND THE GLOBE 
Asia 
BS Financial Group, Hana Financial Group, Hyosung, KT, Lenovo, LG U+, Macquarie Group Foundation, Samsung Engineering,  
Samsung Fire & Marine Insurance, Shinhan Financial Group, and SK Hynix.
Europe
AXA Financial, Inc., Banco Bilbao Vizcaya Argentaria, S.A., GSK, HSBC, ING Group, Michelin, Orange, Pearson plc, Statoil,  
and Zurich Insurance Group.
Latin America
Brasil Foods, FEMSA, Gerdau, Grupo Boticário, Grupo Votorantim, Odebrecht, Oi, and Vale.
North America
3M, Abbott, Alcoa, Inc., Amway, Cargill, Cisco Systems, Citigroup Inc., The Coca-Cola Company, ConocoPhillips, IHS Inc., Intel Corporation, Itron, 
JPMorgan Chase & Co., Mattel, Inc., Merck, Inc., Microsoft Corporation, Mondele¯z International*, Motorola Solutions, Inc., Praxair, Inc., The 
Procter & Gamble Company, Rockwell Automation, Inc., Royal Bank of Canada, Sabre Holdings Corporation, Starbucks Coffee,  
Starwood Hotels & Resorts Worldwide, Texas Instruments Inc., TransCanada Corporation, United Technologies, Verizon Communications Inc.,  
The Western Union Company, and Xylem.
Boldfaced companies were also participants in the 2011 pilot Global Guide study.
*Mondele¯z International participated as Kraft Foods in 2011.
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Corporate Headquarters Country 
Respondent companies are headquartered in 
Australia, Brazil, Canada, China, France, the 
Republic of Korea, Mexico, the Netherlands, 
Norway, Spain, Switzerland, the United 
Kingdom, and the United States.
Classification 
More than half of respondent companies are 
classified as Manufacturing Companies. 
Total Giving
Total giving per company ranged from USD 
450,000 to approximately USD 1.5 billion. 
Median total giving was USD 29.25 million. 
Industry
The Bloomberg Industry Classification System 
(BICS) defines the sectors listed below to 
classify companies into industry groups.   
Total Giving
Number of 
Companies
Over USD 100 Million 15
USD 25 Million+ 
to 100 Million
19
USD 0 to 25 Million 26
Industry
Number of 
Companies
Communications 7
Consumer Discretionary 5
Consumer Staples 7
Energy 3
Financials 14
Health Care 2
Industrials 7
Materials 7
Technology 8
Pre-Tax Profit
In 2012, pre-tax profits ranged from losses 
to USD 35.54 billion. The median pre-tax 
profit among participants (including those 
reporting a loss) was USD 2.08 billion.
Pre-Tax Profit
Number of 
Companies
Over USD 2 Billion 29
USD 0 to 2 Billion 26
Under USD 0 2
Not Reported 3
Benchmarking continued
Service 45%
Manufacturing 55%
North America 52%
Asia 18%
Europe 17%
Latin America 13%
Revenue
In 2012, revenue for survey participants 
ranged from USD 1.21 billion to more than 
USD 149.42 billion. The median revenue 
among participants was USD 17.44 billion. 
Revenue
Number of 
Companies
Over USD 20 Billion 26
USD 0 to 20 Billion 32
Not Reported 2
RESPONDENT PROFILE
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CALCULATIONS
Sixty companies submitted data on their 
2012 contributions. Each company was 
asked to respond to three questions, using 
the Global Guide criteria to determine which 
recipients to include. (Download the Global 
Guide at cecp.co/global.) Those three ques-
tions were:
1) Total contributions, broken down by type: 
direct cash, foundation cash, or non-cash. 
2) Country breakdown: total giving, not 
broken down by type. 
3) Tracking trends (i.e., among alternate 
recipients): total giving to government 
and for-profit institutions.  
Funds were reported in USD. CECP provided 
question-by-question guidance. In answer-
ing question 2, respondents chose from 
the official Member States of the United 
Nations. Of the 60 respondent companies, 
24 also responded to CECP’s pilot study on 
2011 contributions, last year.  
Benchmarking continued
The minimum sample size shown in this 
report is five companies. If a regional group-
ing consisted of fewer than five companies 
for any given breakdown, that grouping was 
excluded. As we are aware of the limita-
tions of analyzing small sample sizes, CECP 
looks forward to future studies in which the 
regional samples will be increasingly repre-
sentative.  
The rate of inflation was calculated using 
data from the United States Bureau of 
Labor Statistics (http://www.bls.gov/cpi/
cpi_dr.htm), information reasonably con-
sistent with the U.S. rates published by the 
World Bank. All giving was inflation-adjusted 
using the U.S. inflation rate, as all contribu-
tion figures were submitted in United States 
Dollars (USD).  
CECP welcomes feedback and collaboration 
on its research. Contact: info@cecp.co. 
GLOBAL GUIDE CRITERIA
1 The recipient must be  formally organized;
2 The recipient must exist for a charitable purpose; 
3 The recipient must  never distribute profits
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GET INVOLVED
Corporate giving officers new to the Global Guide should reach out to CECP today to 
become involved in this groundbreaking initiative. Companies can confidentially contribute 
their data to this research with no cost or long-term obligation. Contact:  +1 212.825.1000 
or info@cecp.co.
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New York, NY 10004
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